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DETAILED ACTION 

This is a final action in response to Applicant's amendment received on July 3, 

2007. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on July 5, 2007 have been fully considered. 

2. Claims 1,11 and 17 have been amended have resulted in a new search and 
make Applicant's arguments moot and nonresponsive. 

3. Claims 1-17 remain rejected as presented below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1,11 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Boyle (US Pat. No. 6,073,116). 

Regarding claim 1: 

Boyle teaches a system for offering a financial instrument across different types of 
trading platforms, comprising: 

• a plurality of trading platforms, at least two of the trading platforms using different 
protocols for exchanging trading information; (see figure 1, column 2 generally) 

• an interface for linking the trading platforms to allow an offering posted in one of the 
trading platforms to be simultaneously offered in each of the trading platforms and a 
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particular quantity of the offering to be purchased in any of the trading platforms. 

(see figure 1, column 2 generally) 
• wherein each of the at least two of the trading platforms receives the posted offering 

using its respective trading protocol, (see figure 1, column 2 generally) 
Regarding claim 11: 

Boyle teaches offering a financial instrument across different types of trading platforms, 
at least two of the trading platforms using different protocols for exchanging trading 
information, comprising the steps of: 

posting an offering in one of the trading platforms; and displaying the posted offering 
simultaneously in each of the other trading platforms, so as to allow a particular quantity 
of the offering to be purchased in any of the trading platforms, wherein teach of the at 
least two of the trading platforms receives the posted offering using its respective 
trading protocol, (see figure 1, column 2 generally) 
Regarding claim 17: 

Boyle teaches a program storage device readable by a machine, tangibly embodying a 
program of instructions executable on the machine to perform method steps for offering 
a financial instrument across different types of trading platforms, at least two of the 
trading platforms using different protocols for exchanging trading information, the 
method steps comprising of posting an offering in one of the trading platforms; and 
displaying the posted offering simultaneously in each of the other trading platforms, so 
as to allow a particular quantity of the offering to be purchased in any of the trading 
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platforms, wherein teach of the at least two of the trading platforms receives the posted 
offering using its respective trading protocol, (see figure 1, column 2 generally) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2-10, 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Boyle in view of Lewis (US Pub. No. 2002/0065752). 

Regarding claim 2: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches acknowledgment message when a trading request is 
received, (see If 80). Lewis teaches a message containing data pertaining to a financial 
transaction. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an acknowledgement 
message enhances efficiency of a trading system. 
Regarding claim 3: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches that the acknowledgment message is generated after 
receipt of a trading request to purchase a specified quantity of a specified financial 
instrument at a specified price, (see U 80-81). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an acknowledgement 
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message enhances efficiency of a trading system. 
Regarding claim 4: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a trade is canceled if the acknowledgment 

message is not received within a predetermined time period, (see U 80-81). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an acknowledgement 

message enhances efficiency of a trading system. 

Regarding claim 5: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a first trading platform includes a risk 

management component and a second trading platform includes a trading portal, (see U 

114). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because having a risk 
management component provides for a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 6: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches further including a reporting component for reporting 
transaction information associated with trading activity, (see U 120). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because reporting information 
creates a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim Z.- 
Lewis, not Boyle, teaches that the interface includes an adapter for each of the 
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trading platforms, each of the adapters allowing the interface to translate messages to 
and from one of the trading platforms, (see U 23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an adaptor allows for 
more efficient trading between a plurality of platforms. 
Regarding claim 8: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches that he interface ensures that offering information is 
uniform in each of the trading platforms, (see U 23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because creating uniformity 
creates a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 9: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a change of pricing information in one of the 

trading platforms causes a corresponding pricing information change in other of the 

trading platforms, (see H 19-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because a uniformity of prices 
on different trading platforms creates a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 10: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a change of quantity information in one of the trading 
platforms causes a corresponding quantity information change in other of the trading 
platforms, (see U 19-20). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because this will create a more 
efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 12: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches, including the step of generating an acknowledgment 
message when a trading request is received, (see U 180). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because 
Regarding claim 13: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches that the acknowledgment message is generated after receipt 
of a trading request to purchase a specified quantity of a specified financial instrument 
at a specified price, (see U 180). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an acknowledgement 
message creates a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 14: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a trade is canceled if the acknowledgment message is not 
received within a predetermined time period, (see U 80-81). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because an acknowledgement 
message creates a more efficient trading system. 
Regarding claim 15: 
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Lewis, not Boyle, teaches a first trading platform includes a risk management 

♦ 

component and a second trading platform includes a trading portal, (see U 114). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because a risk management 
component enhances efficiency of the trading system. 
Regarding claim 16: 

Lewis, not Boyle, teaches the step of reporting transaction information associated with 
trading activity, (see U 120). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Boyle with Lewis. Motivation to modify exists, because a reporting transaction 
enhances efficiency of the trading system. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abdul Basit whose telephone number is 571 272-7246. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571 272 6712. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customef5e*rvice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 8oA-786-9193^imOR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




